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WAIVER REQUEST 
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Voice: 423.425.771 1 
Fax: 423.757.4994 

DATE: April 26,2005 
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Office of the Secretary 
4-15 - 1 2m Street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

RECEIVED & INSPECTED 

APR 2 b 2 i i o 5  r I FCC - MAELROOM 

RE: W A W E R ~ Q U E S T  
Applicant Name: Chattanooga-Hamilton County Bicentennial Library 
Billed Entity Number: 1283 1 3 
Form 471 Application Number: 379922 
Form 486 Application Number: 280883 
Funding Request Number: 1048383 
Funding Year 2003 - 2004 

This letter is requesting a waiver concerning the Service Start date for 
FW1048383. 

This library has a track record of timely submission to SLD [copies are attached]. 
Our funding is for telecommunications [telephone service and internet 
connections]. In this case, we erred with the Form 486 for FY 2003. This error 
was not realized until the submission of Form 486 for FY 2004. An error made by 
a new employee earnestly leaming the proper procedures. 

P May 12,2003: this is the date of Funding Commitment Decision 
Letter for Form 47 1 Application 379922 

h June 3,2003: this is the hire date of ow new Senior Grants Specialist 
who has the responsibility for the timely submissions of all E-rate 
reports, documents, and grant applications. 

Your consideration of this request is appreciated. I stand ready to provide 
additional information and/or discuss this request with you. 

Sincerely, 

i/ Beverly A. Scott 
Senior Grants Specialist 
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November 23. 2004 

Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 
80 South Jefferson Road 
WhippanY, NJ 07981 

Regarding: FR# 1048383 Service start date 06/22/2004 
FY 2003: 07/01/2003 - 06/30/2004 
BEN: Chattanooga-Hamilton County Bicentennial Library lchcbll 
Form 486 Application # 280883 

Billed Entity # 128313 

Form 471 Application # 379922 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is a formal letter of appeal concerning the Service start date for FR#1048383. 

This is the contact information for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal 
Beverly A. Scott, Senior Grants Specialist, 423.425.7711 [voice], 423.757.4994 [fax] 
Scott-b@lib.chattanooga.gov 

This library has a track record of timely submissions to SLD [copies are attached]. In this 
case, we erred with the Form 486 for FY 2003. This error was not realized until the 
submission of Form 486 for FY 2004. 

Date submitted 1 Fiscal Year I Signed by service provider 
I7/nn-6/01 I 10/26/01 

,nm 10, - -. -- 
7/29/03 17/02 - 6/03 I 
10/20in4 I 7/03 - 6/04 I 

Customarily, CHCBL applies for reimbursement at the end of the fiscal year. On one occasion 
when our BEAR form had not been received we received a formal letter from the service 
provider bringing the oversight to our attention. 

mailto:Scott-b@lib.chattanooga.gov
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The service start date of 06/22/2004 will cost  CHCBL $10,164. This is a huge amount of 
money for us. 

Your consideration of this appeal would be  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Jk f? 
David F. C kpp 
Director 
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Universal Service Administrative Company 
Schools &Libraries Division 

Administrator's Decision on Appeal -Funding 

A P R  2 b 2005 
February 24,2005 

David Clapp 
Chattanooga-Hamilton County Library 
1001 Broad Street 
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2620 

Re: Applicant Name: CHATTANOOGA-HAMILTON co Lm 
Billed Entity Number: 128313 
Form 471 Application Number: 379922 
Form 486 Application Number: 280883 
Funding Request Number(s): 1048383 
Your Correspondence Dated: November 23,2004 

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries 
Division (SLD) of the Universal Senrice Administrative Company (USAC) has made its 
decision in regard to your appeal of SLD's Funding Yeat 2003 Form 486 Notification 
Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the basis of 
SLD's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60-day time period for appealing this 
decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your Letter of Appeal 
included more than one Application Number, please note that you will receive a separate 
letter for each application. 

Fundinv Request Num beds): 1048383 
Decision on Appeal: Denied 
Explanation: 

On appeal, you seek reversal of the SLD's decision to adjust the Service Start 
Date and reduce the funding request commitment amounts for violating the Form 
486 120-day deadline. 

Upon review of the appeal letter, the relevant facts, and supporting 
documentation, the SLD determined that Form 486 for this funding request should 
have been filed within 120-days calculated from the issuance date of the Funding 
Commitment Decision Letter or the Service Start Date, whichever is later. It 
would be your responsibility to ensure that all Forms are submitted to SW in a 
timely and correct manner. Based on this dererminarion the FXN was justly 
processed in accordance with the rules of the Support Mechanism. You have 

Box 125 - Comspondtnce Unit. 80 South Jcffcrson Road Whippsny. New Jwsq 07981 
Visit us online aC w . ~ f . u n l v e ~ ~ n l s e M c B . o ~  
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failed to provide evidence on appeal that SLD has emed in determination; 
consequently, the appeal is denied. 

The date of your Funding Commitment Decision Letter (FCDL) for Form 47 1 
application 379922 was 05/12/2003. The Service Start Date reported on your 
Form 486 was 07/01/2003. The postmark date of your Form 486 was 10/20/2004. 
Since your FCC Form 486 was postmarked more than 120 days after your Service 
Start Date or the date of your FCDL, whichever is later, the SLD has revised your 
Service Start Date to the dare 120 days before your Form 486 postmark date and 
reduced your funding commitment amount based on the adjusted Service Start 
Date. 

The "Form 486 must be postmarked no later than 120 days after the Service Start 
Date featured on the Form 486 or no l a w  than 120 days after the date of the 
Funding Commitment Decision Letter, whichever i s  later." See 2003 Funding 
Commitment Decision Letter. Universal Service for Schools and Librw'es, 
Receipt of Service Confirmation Form, OMB 3060-0853, Instructions a1 6. Since 
your Form 486 was postmarked after the 120 day filing requirement, the SLD has 
modified your service start date. The facts present in this appeal do not justify 
waiving the 120 day filing requiremcnt. Consequently, your appeal is denied. 

If your appeal has been approved but funding has been reduced or denied, you may 
appeal these decisions to either the SLD or the FCC. For appeals rhat have been denied 
in full, partially approved, dismissed, or cancelled, you may file an appeal with the FCC. 
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. 
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within M) days of the date on this letter. 
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you 
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the 
Secretary, 4.45 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options 
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure" 
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service 
Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options. 

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the ap@ 
process. 

Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 

Box I25 - Cotresponderice Unit. BO South leffctron Road. Whlppwy. Ncw Jerccy 07981 
Visi1 us online a: ~~~.6Lunivel~81se&e.og 
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April 19.2005 

Fcdcxal Communications Commission 
MS 12’ Street sw 
Was- DC 20554 

Re: Letter of Appeal 
CC Dockct No. 02-6 

Funding Year 2003-2004 
Form471 Application Number: 380528 
Funding Requcst Numba: 1046610 
Applicant Name: Lake Grove at Durham School 
Billed Entity Number: 5671 
School‘s correspondence dakted: August 18,2004 

LAKE GROVE f-t 
Lake Grove Schools &Treatment Centers 

[RECEIVED & INSFEGTED -7 
The following is an appeal on the Adminiswator’s dccisim on Appcal dated Fcbmary 24,2005. 

The SLD has dcnicd Lake Gmve at Durham School’s appeal to the Schools and Libraries Division (SJD) on 
August 18,2004 on n Funding Commitment Decision Letm dated July 27,2004 denying total funding for the above 
listed funding request number duc to the following decision explanation: ”Similoritie.7 in Form? 470.9 ond in 
selective review responses amongst applicants wing this rem’ccpmvider sugpst sewiceprovider invohwment in 
the competitive bidding process. ” 

In Lake Grove at Durham School’s letter of Appeal to the SLD on August 18.2004 the foUowing positions were 
stated 

On November 10,2002 Lake Grove at Durham posted a Form 470 online to matk the stan of a 28-day opcn bidding 
process required by USAG‘SLD prior to choosing service providers for selected services and subsequently f o b  L( 

Fom 471. I, Joe Schnmkler of Lakc Grove at Durham personally and singularly completed the Form 470 online. 
This was accomplished by reviewing the eligible services list postcd on SLD‘s website and carefully seledng those 
pertain& to ow school and which we would bc applying for discounts on b g h  the Universal Scrvice Fund. 

I am, therefore, at a fotal loss as to understand why the above FRN hiis been denied due m similarities on the Forms 
470s posted amongst other applicants suggesting service provider involvement. For the most part. it is difficult to 
comprebcnd how the SLD cnn issue a denial of an FRN based on activities that merely sugpst a violation o f  
program rules. Thc Program Integiiy Assurance Team has been assigwd fo clarify any questions that arise during 
the review prucess. Verification rathcr than an assumption of questionable activities would have been in order. 

In addition, I would like to add that perhaps the following w a s  msumed. Being that I am the CIO of Infamation 
Systnas for scvml schools that have applied fa ERatc, the general format and services listed on the fans I 
completed for each of those schools are the some and may accmpossiblc that a m i c e  provider bad improper 
involvement in the competitive bidding process. On the contrary, the opposite is me. As mentioned earlier, I 
personally completed the forms for each of thc schwlc with my own kuowledge of the school’s nccds and of the 
E-Rate grant rules, rtmlations and urocess without any outsidc interference. The reason for doine so was to crean 
one W i d  and standkdized technology enwronment for all the Lakc Grovc Schools. While the krmrous schools’ 
Forms 4709 &ive the same appearance as far as the verbiage 16 concerned, thc detailr correspond to each specific 
school’s needs. 

On Jlmc 19,2003 Lake Grove at Durham received a Selective Review. I personally responded to this request for 
informarion since T am thoroughly fantiliar with all aspects of the school. All the infomation wntained within my 
response was prcpared by me and ww in accordance mib an armomccmmt postcd on the SLD website on 
May 13,2003, ‘Service Provfders Cannot Respond to Selective Review R q s a t s  (5/13/03).” Being the person 
authorized by the applicant to sign ou the applicant’s behalf, I was rquircd to certify that T preprued the responscs to 
thc Selective Review Inforimtion Request on behalf ofthe entity. This cenification was included with my response. 
It represented a cemfication that: 

1 
PO Box 786 Medford. NY 11763-0786 Tel: 631-696-1400 - Fax: 631-716-2135 * web www.lgsttc.org 
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1 -The mles requiring npplicanb to have secmed ncccss to all the rcsources, including computcrs. eainhg, softrvarc, 
maintenance, and electrical connections necessary to make effective use of the scniccs purehascd as well 89 to pay 
the discounted charges for eligible services had been met. 

2 ~ The rules requiring tbat applicants comply with the FCC’s oompctitive bidding requiremetus had bccn met. 

3 - The questions answered and documentation that was provided regarding the competitive bidding and vendor 
selection process were prrparcd by me as well as the provided documentation of the school’s ability to pay their 
share of the cost of the E-Rate eligible products and services, and to estimate the costs o fba rdwe ,  software, 
professional development, retrofitting, and mamtcnancc invesrments that might not be &Rate eligible, but are 
nece?.sary to d e  effective use of the discounts. 

It is unfathomable how after this certification was made the SLD then went and denied the above FRN for this exact 
rcason based on an asnunptim 

As previously stated, I would l i i e  to reitente that perhaps the following was assumcd. Being that 1 am the CIO of 
Information Sydems for several schools that have applied for E-Rate, the general f o n t  of my responaes to reviews 
completed for each of those schools M the same and may seem possible that a service provider had impropet 
involvement io the response of them On the contrary, thc opposite is true. As mentioned, I personally completed the 
response to thc selective reviews for each of the schools with my ( n ~ 1  howledge of each individual schools 
technology needs and compliance of E-Rate and FCC grant rules, regulations and proccss. Whilc tbc numcmus 
school’s selective review responses may have givcn the same appeamnce as far as tbe layout and verbiage was 
concerned, lhe details contsined within were speciftc to each schools needs. 

m e  adminiseators Decision on Appcal Explanation is as follows: 

b On Appeal, you disagree with the denial reason that similarities ia F m s  470 posted amwgst applicants 
suggest setvice provider involvement in the competitive bidding process. You clpim that you personally 
completed the forms for your schools with knowledge of the schools’ needs and of E-Rate rules and 
regulations. You state that you personally responded to the Selective Revicw Information Request. You 
believe thc denial is unjustified based on your argumen,ts and request that the decision be overturned 

Upon thorough review of your appeal letter and all relevant docummtatioa it is determined that Lakc 
Gmvt at Durham School’s Form 470 identifier and Fonn 470 sorvice descriptions displayed strikhg 
similarities to those of other applicants that selccted Ed Tec as their vendor. These similarities were only 
noted with applicants that filed requests for services and products !lorn Ed Tee, which indicates that Ed Tec 
was iqmprly  imrolvcd in the competitive biddiug and vendor selection process. In your appeal you have 
not s h o w  that SLD’s determination was incorrect or that any such invol,vement was v d o r  ncuaal. 

SLD dcnied your fundiug re-t because it detmnined that similarities in the Form 470 “mong applicants 
associated with this vmdor, indicate that the vendor was improperly involved in the competitive bidding 
d o r  vendor selection process. In your appeal, you bave not shorn that SLD’s determination r ~ g g  

incorrcct Consequently, SLD denies your a p p d .  

FCC rules reqUirc applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for pmdng on its web site. 47 C.F.R 
54.504@). Tbe FCC requires applicants to “submit a wmplete descriplion of the services they seck so that 
it may be posted for competing service providers to evaluate.“ Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
M c e ,  CC D w k t  No. 96-45, Report and Mer, FCC 97-157,570 (rel. May 8,1997) (Universal Service 
Order). The FCC requires the application to describe the services that the schools and libraries reek to 
purchase in sufficient detail to enable potential providers to formulate bids.“ Id.575. The Form 470 warns 
applicants that “[s]enioc provider involvcmmt with the preparation or cnrificadon of a Form 470 can tamt 
the competitive biddinp process and result in the denial of thc funding requests. See khmls and Libraries 
Univemal Service. Description of Setvices Requested and C d i c a t i m  Form 470, OMB 3060-0806 (FCC 
Form 470). Once the applicant enters into an agreement(s) with the serviccprovider(s), the applicant 
SubtniB an FCC Form 471 to SLD. 47 C.F.R. 54.504(c). Thc FCC hui  skrcd that applicmts c-t abdicate 
control Ovcr the application pmem to a service provider that is associated with the FCC Form 47 1 for that 

> 

P 
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applicant. Request for Review by BethlehemTanple Christian School, Federalatate Joint Board on 
Universal Service. Changes to the Board of Dimtors of the National Exchnw Currier Association hc.. 
CCDocketNos. 9 6 4  97-21, DA-01-852 6 (re. Apr. 6, 2001 .) 

b Purwnt  to its authority to administer thc Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism SLD selects ccaain 
applicants for a Selective Review to ensure that they arc following FCC rules Elating to, araong OthU 
things. the Competitive bidding proccss. Applicants who are chosen for this review are sent the %Rate 
Sclcctive Review Information Request,” As paxt of this rcquest, applicauts are asked to answer certain 
qucstions regding their competitive bidding and vcndor seleetiun proccss. In particular, applicants are 
asked to: 

PI- provide complete documentation indicatim how and why you selected the service 
provider(s). This documentation should include a description of your evaluation process and the 
facton you used to determine the winning m a a c t s ( s ) .  

b According to the Selective Review I&tmation Request, the pmon authorized by the applicant to sign on 
the applicant’s behalf, or the entity’s authorizcd representative, i s  required to certify that the aurhorizcd 
signer preparcd the responses to the Selective Rcvicw Information Request on behalf of the entity. 

I am, thcrcfme, appealing to the FCC to administer a final, just ruling on thc matter. The SLD states, “In your appeal, 
you have not shown that SLD’s determination was incorrect. Consequently, SLD denies your appeal.” The SW, has 
blamtly disregarded my written confirmation and certification that “I personally completed the foms for each of the 
schools with my o m  Itnowledge ofthe school’s needs md of the &Rate grant rules, regulations and process without 
any outside interference.” And that ‘‘I personally completed thc rcsponxe to the selective reviews for each of the 
scbools with my own knowledge of cach individual school’s technology needs and compliance of B-RatC aud FCC 
gzmt rules, regulations and process.” This clearly asserts in undmtandablc, unmishkahle words that thrre wu no 
outsidc mvolvement. The SLD has created a situation whereby they are assuming particular activity has occurred. 
Even after receiving clarilication in an appeal that those assumed activities indeed did ~t occur. the same denial was 
issued. It is now obvious that the SLD revcm to their original denial cvcn after actual facts presented invalidate the 
bash of their denial. 

I would also likc to make clcu that I specifically input the Form Identifier chosen and the service descriptions 
enumerated. For the m s t  part. this was accomplished by reviewing previous year’s applications as well os the 
eligible serviccs list. Those that patained to the school were selected and listed. That it resemblcs the sequence or 
verbiage of other applications other than all Lake Omvc Schools‘ applicatiuns, I, camot speak for othm. What I can 
a f f i  is that all aspects of thc Form 470 won: campleted by mc, without outside involvement, and in accordauce 
with E-Rate grant regulations. This should seme to strenfien this appeal. Given all this information demonstrating 
and *roving SLD’s false assumption. I am seeking a reversal of their decision to deny total fun- to our school 
for the funding request listed. 

We look forward to a most h m b l e  and prompt response. 

Please contact me at 631.716.2109 for anyhther  informationnecessary or to d i s n w  this m a l .  

CIO of IS 
Lake Grove Scb001s 
3390 Route 1 12 
Medford, NY 11763 
63 1.71 6.2109-voice 
63 1.71 1.2107-fax 
cioo!isiPcZl.aol.com -email 

3 
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April 19,2005 

Federal C o d c a t i o n s  Commission 
445 12* Street SW 
Washmgton, DC 20554 

Re: Lerter 0fAppeal 
CC Docket No. 02-6 

GROVE fl 
Lake Grove Schools &Treatment Centers 

Funding Year: 2003-2004 
Form 47 I Application Number: 38 1301 
Funding Re&st  Number: 1049266 I I 1 FCC-MAiLRODM I Applickt N k :  The Lake Grove School 
BilledEntityNumber: 13148 
School‘s compondencc dated: August 18.2004 

The following is an appeal on the Admini*ator’s decision on AppCal dated February 24,2005. 

The SLD has denied The Lake Grove School’s appeal to thc Schools and Libraries Division (SLD) on 
August 18,2004 on a Punding Commitment Decision kiter dated July 27.2004 denying total fading for the above 
listed fuoding rcqucst number due to the following decision explanation: “Simihities in F o m  470s and in 
sokclive review responrer nmongst appiieantr ming this service provider suggest service provider involvement in 
the competitive bioZingproccrs. ” 

In The Lake Grove School’s letter of Appeal to the SLD on August 18,2004 the following positions WIC stated 

O n  November 10,2002 The lake Grove School posted a Form 470 ontine to mark the atart ofa  28&y open bidding 
process required by USAC/SLD prior to choosing 8 c M c ~  providers for selected scrviocs and subsequently f h  a 
Form471. I, Joe Schmukler of Thc Lake Grove School, pctsonally and singularly completed the Farm 470 online. 
This w89 accomplished by reviewing tbe eliglble services list posted on SLD‘s website and carefully selectfng those 
pertaining to ow school and which we wauld bc applsing for cli~oumrs on through the Universal Service Fund. 

1 am therefore, at 8 tow1 loss as to understand why the above FRN has teen denied due to similarities on the Forms 
470s ported amongst other applicants suggesting servicc provider involvemnt. For the most part, it is difficult to 
coqmhend how the SLD can issue B denial of an FRN h c d  on activities that merely suggesr a violation of 
program tules. The Progam Inregicy Assurance Team has been ass@ to clarify any questions chat arise during 
thc review process. V&cation rather than an assumption of apestionable activities would have been in order. 

In addition, I would like to add chat perhaps the following w89 assumed. Being that 1 am the CIO of Information 
Systerm for several schools tbar have applied for E-Rate, the gcneral format and services listed on thc forms 1 
completed for each of those schools arc thc same and m y  seem possible that a service provider had improper 
involvcment in the competitive bidding process. On the contnry, thc apposite is hue. As mentioned oarlicr, I 
personally completed the forms for eacb of the schools with my o m  knowldgt of the school’s needs and of& 
E-Rate grant nlles, regulations and process without any ouwide interference. The r c w n  for doing so was to create 
one unified and standardi7-d technology cnvironment for all thc Lake Grove Schools. Whilc thc numerous schools’ 
Forms 470s give the same appearance llli far as the verbiage is conoctnd, the details correswnd to each mecific .- - 
school’s nccds. 

On July 10.2003 Thc Lake Grow School received a Selectivc Review. T penonally responded to thi,s request for 
infomtim since I am thoroughly familiar with all aspects of the school. All tbe information contained Within my 
response was prepared by mc and was in accordance with an aMOUtlcCment posted on the SLD wcbsite on 
May 13.2003, ‘‘Service Providem Cannot Respond to Selectlve Review Requests (5/13/03).” Being the person 
authokcd by the applicant to sign on the applicant’s behalf, I was required to certify that I prepared the rcspanscs to 
the Selective Rmiew T n f o m h  Request on behalf of the entitv. This certification was included with mv resnonse. 
It represented a certification that: 

I - - - -  

I 
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http://WWW.EDUCAREIT.COM
http://wcbwww.lgstc.org


04/22/2005 10:45 16317162107 WWW.EDUCAREIT.COM PAGE 83/04 

1 - The roles rewiring applicants to have secured access to all the resources, including computen, traininp, softwan, 
maintenance, and eleceical connections necessary to mnkc cffcctive we ofthe services purchased as well as to pay 
the discounted charger for eligible services bad beea met. 

2 - The d c s  requiring that applicants comply with the FCC‘s competitive bidding nquircmem had been met. 

3 - Tbe questions answered and documentation that was provided rcgardii tbe comgetitive bidding and vendor 
selccfhn process were prepared by me as well as the provided documentation of the school’s ability to pay their 
share Of thc cost of the E-Rare eligible products and services, and to estimate the cos8 of hardware, software, 
professional development. reuofihg. md maintenance investments that might not be E-Rate eligible, but are 
necessary to makc effective use of the discounts. 

It is unfathomable how after chis certification was made thc SLD then went and denied the a h  FRN for this exact 
reason based m an assumption. 

As stated previously. I would like to reiterate that pcrhaps the following was assumed. Being that I am the CIO of 
Information Systems for m d  schools that have applied for LRate, the general format of my rcspnses to raviews 
completed for each of those schools are the same and m y  sccm possible that a service provider had improper 
involvnncnt in the response of them. On the contrary, the opposite is ~ u e .  As mentioned, 1 personally completed the 
response to the =elective reviews for each of the schools with my own howledge of each individual schools 
technology needs and compliauK of E-Rate and FIX grant rules, regulations and ppcus .  Wliile the numerow 
school’s selective review rtsponses m y  have given the same appearance as far as the layout and verbiage was 
conccmcd, the details contained within were specific to each schools ace&. 

The adminisl1.4lors Dccision on Appcal Explanation is as follows: 

b On Appeal, you disagrcc with the denial repson that similarities in Forms 470 posted amongst applicants 
suggut service provider involvnment in the competitive bidding process. You claim that you personally 
coqlc tcd  tbe fans for yaur schools with bowledge of the schools’ needs aad of E-Rate rules snd 
regulations. You state that you personaUy responded to the Selective Rcview Information Request. You 
believe the denial is unjrutified based on your ergrrmeniz and request that the decision be overturned. 

Upon through review of your appeal letter and all relevant documenmiolz. it i s  determined that The Lake 
Gmve School’s Fomr 470 identifier and F m  470 m i c e  descriptions displayed stirldng similarities to 
those ofother applicants that selected Ed Tee as their vendor. These similarities were only noted with 
applicants that tiled requesa for services and products from Ed Tec, which indicates that Ed Tec was 
improperly involved in the competitive bidding and vcadar selection process. In your appear, you have not 
shown that SLD’s determination was incoma or that any such involvement was vendor whl. 

SLD denied your fuading tcquest because it determined that similarities in tbe Form 470 among applicants 
associated with this vendor, indicate that the vendor was improperly involvcd in the c-titive bidding 
and/or vendor sclcction pmcas. In your appeal. you have not shown that SLD’s determination was 
incorrect Consqumtly, SLD denies your appeal. 

FCC rules require applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for posting on its web site. 47 C.F.R 
54.504b). Thc FCC requires applicants to “submit a complete description of the services they seck so that 
it may be posted for Competing d c c  providers to evaluatc.” Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-157.570 (rel. May 8,1997) ( U n i v e d  Service 
Order). The FCC requires ‘’ thc application to dcscribo the snvicts that the schools and libraries seek to 
p&se ia sufficient detail to enable potential pmvidcrs to formulate bids.” Id.575. The Form 470 warns 
applicam that ’‘ [slerviee provider involvement with the preparation or certification of a Form 470 can taint 
the competitive bidding process and result in the denial of the funding requests. See Schools and Libraries 
Univmal Service, Dcsaiption of Sewices Requested and Catification Form 470, O W  30604806 (FCC 
F m  470). Once the applicant en- hto M agrrement(s) with the service providct(s), t h  applispN 
submits an FCC Form 471. to SLD. 47 C.F.R. 54.504(c). The FCC has stated that applicants cannot abdicate 
control ovcr the application process to a service provider that is associated with the PCC Form 471 for that 1 applicant. Request for Rcview by Bethlehem Temple Christian School, Fedml-Shte Joint Baard on 
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Universal Scrvice. Changes to the Board o f  Directors of thc National Exchange Carrier Association. Inc.. 
CC Docket Nos. 96-45.97-21. DA-01-852 6 (rel. Apr. 6.2001.) 

P Pursuant to its authority to administer the Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism, SLD selecte ceaain 
applicants for a Selective Review to ensum that they ate follow‘ng FCC rulcs relating to, among other 
things. the campctitive biddiq praecss. Applicants who arc chosen for this review are sent tbe “E-Rate 
Selective Review Momtion Request” As part of tbis request, applicants are asked to answer ceItain 
questions regarding their competitive biddiq and vendor selection process. h particular, applicants are 
asked to: 

Please provide complete documentation indicating how and why you selected the s m i c e  
provider@). This documentation should include a description of your evaluationproccss and tlie 
factors you used to determine the winning contcactJ(s). 

P According to the Selective Rwicw I d o m t i o n  Requost, the pemon authorized by the applicant to sign on 
the applicant’s behalf, or the entity’s authorized reprcscntativc, is required to c H y  that the authorized 
s ipe r  prepared the reoponrer to the Sclective Review Knformation Request on behalf of ulc entity. 

1 am, therefore, appealing to the FCC to administer a fml, just ruling on the matrrr. Tbc SLD states, “In your appeal, 
you have not shown that SLD’s determination was incorrect. Consequently, SLD denies your sppeal.“ The SLD has 
blatantly disregarded my written confhation and certifiution that ‘‘I personally completed the form far each of the 
schools with my o w  howledgc of the school’s uccds and of the E-Rate grant rules, regulations and process wit!mmt 
any outside intdcrence.” And that “I penonally completed the response to the selective reviews for each of thc 
schools with my own howledge of each individual school’s tcchnolo~y needs and compliance of E-Rate and FCC 
grant rules. regulations and pmcess.“ ?his clearly asserts in ufiderstandable, uamisrakpblc words that there w a ~  no 
outside involvonent The SLD has created a siiuarion whereby they arc assuming particular activity has wcurred. 
Even afiex receiving clarification m an appeal that those assumed activities Meed did not occur, the samc denial was 
issucd It is now obvious !hat the SLD rcvcm to their origiual denial even afrer acmd facts presented invalidate the 
basis of their denial. 

I would also Wre to make clear that I Ipeciticdly input the Form Identifier h e n  and the m i c e  dtscriptious 
en-ted. For the most part, this was accompliied by reviewing previow year’s applications as well as the 
eligible services list Those that +d to the school were selected and llstcd. That it resembles rhc sequence or 
verbiagc of other applications other than all M e  Grove Schools’ applications, I, c m o t  speak for others. What I cau 
af5m is that all aspects of the Form 470 were completed by me, without outside involvanent, and in accordance 
with E-Rate grant regulations. This should serve co strengthen thi6 appeal. Given all this informntion d m u s k a t i q  
and disproving SLD’n false assumption, I am seeking a reversal of their decision to deny total fimding to our school 
for the funding request listed. 

We lmk f o m d  to a most favorable and prompt rcsponse. 

Please conact me at 631.716.2109 for any Further hformationnecessaryor to discuss this appeal. 

CIO of IS 
M e  Grove Schools 
3390 Route 112 
Medford. Ny 11763 
63 1.7 16.2 109-voice 
63 1,716,2107-fax 
doof=@eol.m -cmail 
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April 19,2005 

Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Lctta of A p p d  

445 12* street sw 

CC Dooket No. 02-6 

APK 2 ‘t 2005 1 Funding Year: 2003-2004 
Form471 Application Number: 380723 
Funding Request Number: 1047226 

Billed Entity Number: 220466 
Schml‘a corrmpondence dated November 30,2004 

The following is an appeal on tbc Administrator’s decision on Appeal dated March 17,2005. 

The SLD has denied Mountain Lake Children’s Rcsidme, Inc.‘~ appeal to the Schools and Libraries Division 
(SLD) on August 18,2004 on a Funding Commitment Decision Letter dated Novcmbbn 22,2004 denying total 
fundmg for the above listed funding request number due to the followiug decision cxplnnation; “Simil0rifie.r in 
F o m  470s and in selective rewiew rrsponw amongst applicana using this sm’ccpron’der mggcst service 
provider involvemenr in [he competitive biddingprocms. ” 

In Mountain Lakc Children‘s Residence, Inc.’s letter of Appcal to the SLD on August 18,2004 the following 
positions were statcd 

On Novcmber IO, 2002 Mountain Lako Children’s Residence. h c .  pasted a Form 470 online EO mark the start of a 
28-day open bidding process required by USACiSLD prior to choosing servi,ce providers for selectd services and 
subsequently filing a Form 471. I, Jw Schmukler ofMountain Lakc Childrm’r Rcsidcnce, Inc.’s, personally and 
singularly completed the Form 470 online. ?Itis was accomplished by reviewing thc eligiblc services list posted on 
SLDs wcbrite and carefilly selecting thosc pertaining to our school and which wc would bc applying for discounts 
on through the Universal Service Fund. 

I am, therefore, at a total loss as to understand why the above FRN has bccn denied due to similarities on the Form 
470s postcd amongst other applicpn*i suggesting service provider involvsment. For thc most pa& it is difficult to 
comprchcnd how the SLD can issue a denial of an FRN based oa activities that merely s&ggcsf a violation of 
program d e s .  The Program Integrity Assurance Team has been assigned to clarify any questions that arisc during 
the review process. Verification rather than an assumption of quwtionablc activities would have been in order. 

In additioq I would like to add rhat p&ps the following was assumed. Being that 1 am the CIO of Information 
Systems for several schools that have applied for &Rate, the general format and services listed on thc forms I 
completed for each of those r h w l s  are the same and may sccm possible that J service provider had improper 
involvement in the competitivc bidding process. On the CMWQ. the opposite is true. As mentioned earlier, I 
personally completed the forms for each of the schools with my own howledge of the school’s needs and of thc 
E-Rate grant mlcs, regulations and process without any outside interfereace. The reason for doing so was to create 
one unified and standardized technology environment for all Mountain Lake children’s Rcsidcnce, Inc./Zake Grove 
Schools. While the numerous schools‘ F o m  470s give thc same appearance as far DJ the verbiage is conccmcd, the 
deteils correspond to each specific school’s needs 

On July 10,2003 Mountsin Lake children’s Residence, Inc. received LI Selective Rcvicw. I personally responded to 
this request for infomtion since I am thoroughly familiar with all aspects of& schood. All the informatinn 
contained w i ~  my response was prepared by me and was in accordancc with an announcemnt posted on thc SLD 
wcbsite on 
May 13,2003. “Service Providers Cnnnot Respond to Selective Review Requests (5/13/03).“ Being the person 
authorized by the applicant to sign on thc applicant’s behalf. I was required to certify that I prcpurd the responses to 
the Selective Review Information Request on behalf of the entity. This &cation - included with my response. 

1 

Applicant Name: Mountain Lake Childrm’s Residence, Inc. k, - MAILROOM 

PO BOX 786 - Medford, NY 11763-0786 . Tel: 631-696-1400 Fax: 631-716-2135 - web: www.lgrtc.org 
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It represented a certiiication that 

I - The rules requiring applicanta to have sccIpIcd access to all the resourcesI including computers, training, s o h r r .  
maintenance, and clechicsl connections necessary m &e effective use of tbc sclvices purchased as mll as to pay 
the discounted charges for eligible services had been met 

2 - The d c S  requiring that applicants comply with the FCC’s competitive bidding requirements bad been met. 

3 - The questions nnemcd and documcntation that wag provided regarding the competitive bidding and vendor 
sclection proccss were prepared by mc as well as the provided documentetion of the schoo~’5 ability M pay heir 
share of the cost of the E-Rate eligible products and services, and to estimate the costa of hardware, software, 
professional developmen< retrofiitiug, nnd maintenance investmnts that misht not be E-Rate eligible, but are 
necessary to make cf€eciive use of the discounts. 

It is ur&tham.hle how afier this certiiicarion was made the SLD then went and dcnied the above FRN for this exact 
reason based on an arsumption. 

As stated previously, I would likc to reiterate that perhaps the following waa assumed, Bciug that I am the CIO of 
Information Systems for several schools that have applied for &Rate, the general format of my responses to reviews 
completed for each of those schools arc thc same and may seem pussiole that a service provider had imprqm 
involvement in the respoose of them On rhe contrary, the opposite is trw. As mentioned, I personnlly completed thc 
response to the selectivc r e v i m  for each of the schools with my o m  howledge of each individual schools 
rcChnology needs and compliance of E-Rate and FCC grant rules, regulations and pmesa. W c  tk numerous 
school’s selective review responses may have given the sam appearance as far as the layout and verbiage vias 
concerned, the details contained within were specific IO each rohmls needs. 

The adminishators Decision on Appcal Explanation i s  as follows: 

P On Appcal, you disagree with the denial reason that similarities in Forms 470 posted amongst applicants 
suggest service provider involvement in the competitive bidding process. You claim that you personally 
compkted the forms for you  schools with knowledge of &e schools’ needs and af &Rate rules and 
regulations. You state that yau p o n a l l y  responded to the Stleotivc Review Information Request. You 
believe t h ~  denial i s  rmjwtifed based on your arguments and request that the decision be overturned. 

Upon thorough review of p u r  appeal letter aud all relevant decumentation. it is deMmined that Mountain 
Lake Children’s Residence, Inc.’s Form 470 identifier and Form 470 m i c e  dcncriptionr displayed striking 
similarities to those of other qplicants that selected Ed Tec as their vendor. These similaritics were only 
noted with applicants that filed requests for relvicer and producs from Ed Tco, which indicates that Ed Tec 
was improperly involved m the competitive bidding and vendor selection process. In p u r  appcal, p u  have 
not shown that SLD’s determination was incorrect or that any such involvement was vendor neutml. 

SLD denied your &ding Tues t  because it detemined that similarities in the Form 470 m n g  applicants 
associated with this vendor, indicate that the vendor was improperly involved in the competitive biddmg 
andlor vendor selection procens. In your appeal, you have not shown that SLD’s determination m s  
incorrect Consequently, SLD denies your appeal. 

FCC rules require applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for posting on its web site. 47 C.F.R 
54.504@). The FCC requires applicants m “submit a complete description of the services they seek so that 
it may be posted for c“npetbg service providers to cvduatc.” Federal-State Joint Board M Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96.45, Report and *der, FCC 97.157,570 (rel. May 8,1997) (Wnivmal Scrvice 
Order). The FCC requires “the application to describe the seiviccs that the schools and libraries seek to 
purchase in sufficient detail to enable potential providers to formulate bids.” Id.575. The Porn 470 warns 
applicants that ” [jlervice provider involvement with !be preparation of cerh-fication ofa Form 470 can mint 
the competitive bidding process and result in the denial of the funding requests. See Schooh and Libmies 
Universal Service, Description of Services Requested and Cdfication Form 470, OMB 30606806 (FCC 
Porm470). Once the applicant enrels into an agreement(s) with the service pmvide<s), the applicant 
submit8 nn FCC Form 471 to SLD. 47 C.F.R 54.5M(c), The FCC has stated that ipplifnnts cannot abdicate 
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c o n b l  over the application process to a service provider that is associated with the FCC Form 471 for ha t  
applicant. Rcqucst for Review by Bcthlchm Tnnplc Christian School, FederahState Joint Board on 
UnivcrPal Scrvice. Chenges to the B o d  of Dicecton of the National Excha@ge Ckzier Association, Ioc., 
CC D&t Nos. 9 6 4 9 7 - 2 1 .  DA-01.852 6 (rel. Apr. 6,2001.) 

P Pursuant to its authonity to administer the Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism, SLD selec*i Ccnain 
applicanm for a Selective Review to tflsurc that thcy arc following FCC d e s  relating to, among other 
things, the competitive bidding process. Applicants who ure chosen for this review are sent the “&Rate 
Sdcctive Rcview Information Request.” As part otthis request. a ~ 1 i . m  are asked to answer cermin 
questions regarding their competitive bidding and vendor seleefion prmess. In particular, applicants are 
asked to: 

Please provide complete documentation indicating how and why you selected the service 
provider(s). This documentation should inchrde a description of your evaluation process and the 
factors you used to determine the winning contracts(s). 

P According to the Selective Review Information Request, the person authorized by the applicant to sign on 
the applicant’s behalf, or the entity’s authorized rcpresmmtivc, is required to o a t @  that the authorized 
signa prcpmd the responses to the Selective Review lnfonnation Request on behalf of the entity. 

I am, therefore, appepling to the FCC to administer a final, just ruling on the matter. The SLD states, “In your appeal, 
you have not shown that SLDr detemhation was incoxsect. Consquently, SLD denies your apptal.” The SLD hss 
blatantly disregarded my wtitten confinoation and certification that ’1 personally completed the forms for each of the 
schools with my own hwlcdge of the school’s needs and of the E-Rate put d e s ,  regulations d process Without 
any outside interference.” And that “I personally completed the rcnponse to the selective reviews for each of the 
schools Gth my own browledge of cash individual school’s technology ueeds and compliance of E-Rate and FCC 
grant rules, regulations and ~MFESS.” This clearly asserts in understundnble, umnisrdtable wor& that thae was 110 
a u t d e  involvement The SLD has created a sirnation whereby they are assun&g particular activiity has occurred. 
Even after receiving clarification in an Dppeal that tho% assumed sctivitics indeed did not occur? the same denial wn6 
issued. It is now obvious that the SLD rev& to their odginal denial cvcn &a s c m l  facb presented invalidate the 
basis of their denial. 

I would also like to make clear that I spcciiically input the Form Identitier chosen and the service descriptions 
eaumcratcd. For the most part, this was accomplished by reviewing previous year’s applications as well as the 
eligible services list. Those that pertained to the school WCIC selected and listed. That it resembles the sequence or 
veibiage of other applications other than all Mountain Lake Childrcn’s Residence, 1nc.iLake Grove Schools’ 
applications. I. cannot speak for nthers. What 1 can a- is that all aspc*i of tho Form 470 were completed by me, 
without outside involvement, and in pccordsnce with E-Rate grant re@lations. This should s m c  to strengthen this 
appeal. Given all this information demonstrating and disproving SLD’s false assumption I em seeking a reversal of 
their decision to deny total iimding to our school for the funding request listed. 

We look forward to a most favorahlc and prompt response 

Please contact me at 631.716.2109 for any further infonnation necessary or to discus this appeal. 

c10 of IS 
Mountain Lake Children‘s Residence. Inc. 
3390 Routc 112 
Medford. NY 11763 
63 1.71 6.21 09-voice 
63 1.7 16,2107-h 
ciwtis@aal.com -email 
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April 19,2005 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 I 2* Street sw 
Wmhington, DC 20554 

Re: Letter of Appeal 
CC Docket No. 026 

Funding Year. 2003-2004 
Form 471 AwlicationNumber: 380920 

School’s correspondence dated: August 18,2004 

Funding Re$est Number: 1047902 
Applicant Nnme: Lake Grove at Maple Valley, In 
Billed Entity Number: 220465 

The following is an appeal on the Administrator’s decision on Appeal dated FtbNriry 24, 2005. 

The SLD has denied Lake Grove at Maple Valley, Inc.’s appeal to the Schools and Libraries Divisjon (SLD) on 
August 18,2004 on a Fundiug Commitment Decision Letter dated July 27,2004 denying total funding for the above 
listed funding request numkr due to the following decision explanation: “Simflnritiev in F o r m  470s and in 
selecfivc review rcrponses amongst applicants using thir service provider rvggert service provider involvement in 
rhe competitive biddingproccrr. *’ 

In Lake Orove at Maple Valley, h . ‘ s  letter of Appeal to the SLD on August 18,2004 the following posjtions were 
statcd: 

On November 10,2002 Lake Grove at Maple Vslley, Inc. portcd a Form 470 onlinc to mark the start of a 28-day 
opcn bidding process required by USAC/SLD prior to choosing service providers for selected services and 
subsequently filing a F m 4 7 1 .  I, Joc Schmu)Flcr o f  Lake Grove at Maple Valley, Tnc., personally and singularly 
cumpleted the Form 470 onlinc. This was accomplished by reviewing tlie eligible services list posted on SLD’s 
website and careti~lly selecting those pcrrnining to OUT school nnd which we would be applying for discouuls on 
through the Universal Service Fund. 

I am, rhcreforc, at a total loss as to undemtand why the above FRN bas been denied due to similarides on ttre Forms 
470s posted amongst other applicauts suggesting service provider involvement For the mostpart, it is dimcult to 
comprehend bow the SLD can issue n dcuial of an FRN based on activities that merely suggcnt a violation of 
program tules. The R o p m  Integrity Assurance Team has been assigned to clarify any qucstions that arise f i g  
the revicw process. Verification nther than m assumption of questionable activities wwld have been in order. 

In addition, I would like to add rhat perhaps the following waf assumed. Being that I am the CTO of Jnfomation. 
Systcms for several schools that have applied for E-Ratc, thc general f a t  and services listed on the forms I 
completed for cncb o f  those schools are the same and m y  seem possible that a solvice provider had improper 
involvrmcnt m the oompctitive bjddhg process. On the oontrnry, thc opposite is true. As mentioned earlier, I 
personally completed the forms for each of tlie schools with my own howlcdgc of the school’s nccds and of the 
E-Rate grant rules, regulations and process without any outside interference. The reason for doing so wns to create 
one unifitd and standardized, technology environmeut for all Lake Grove Schools. While the numerous schools’ 
Forms 470s give thc s m  appearance as far as the verbiage is oonccrncd, the details wrrespond to each specific 
schml’s needs. 

On July 10,2003 Lake Grove at Maple Valley, Inc. received a Selective Review. I personally responded to l h is  
request for information sjnce I am thoroughly familiar with all aspcis o f  the school. All the informatim contained 
within my response was prepared by M and 7w in accordance with M announcement posted on thc SLD website on 
MSy 13.ZM13, ‘Service Providers Cannot Respond tn Selective Reflew Requats (S/l3/03).“ Being the gcrson 
authorized by the applicant to sign on the applicaut’s behalf, I was required to c d f y  that 1 prepared the rcpponrcs to 
the Sekctive Review Information Requost on behalf o f  the entity. ’Ibis certification ms included with my response. 
Tt represmtcd a certifimtim that: 

1 
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1 - Tbe mlcs requiring applicants to have secured access to all the resources, including compntug, train& software, 
maintenance, and electrical connections necessary to d c  effective use of the services purchased as well as to pay 
the discounted charges for eligible sorvicos had heen met. 

2 - The rules requiring thnt applicants comply with the FCC's compotitivc bidding requirements had hcn met. 

3 - The questions answered and &cumatation that was provided regarding the competitive bidding and vendor 
selection process were prepared by m os well as the provided documeutatiou of the school's ability to pay their 
share of the cost of the E-Rate eligfble products and services, and to estimate. the costs of hardwan, software, 
professional development rekofitfing, and mainrCnsuce invesrmcn*l that might not be E-Rate eligible, but are 
necessary to m k e  effeaive use of the discounts. 

It is unfathomable how after this certification was made the SLD then w a t  and dcnicd the above FRN for this exact 
reason based on an assumption. 

As stated previously, I would like to reiterate that perhaps the following was asumed. Being that I am &e CIO of 
Jnfomtion Systems for several schools that have applied for E-Rate, the general format ofmy responses to reviews 
completed for each of those schools are the same and may s e e m  possible that a service provider had improper 
involvemmt in the response of them. On the conmty, the appasite is me .  As mntioned, I personally completed tbe 
re- M thc selcctivc rcvicws for each of tho schools with my o m   how^ of each individual schwls 
teclmology needs anrl compliancc of E-Rate and FCC grant rules, regulations and process. While the tltlllvroup 
scbool's selective review responses m y  have given the same appearance as far as the layout and verbiage was 
coucemed, the details contained within were specitk to each sehools nccds. 

The administrators Decision on Appeal Explanation is as follows: 

P On Appcal, you disagree wi& tbc denial reason that similarities in Forms 470 pnsted amongst applicants 
suggest service provider involvemnt in the compctitivc bidding process. You claim &at you personally 
completed the forms for your schwls with knowledgc of the schools' needs and of E -b te  rules and 
regulations. You state that you p e r s o d y  responded to the Selective Review Information Request. You 
believe the denial is unjustified based on your arguments and request that the decision be overturned. 

P Upon thorough review of your appcal lew and all tclcvant documtntation, it is determined that Lake 
Grove at Maple Valley, Inc.'s Form 470 identifier and Form 470 service deacriptioos di~played Etriking 
similari&s to those of other applicant3 that selected Ed Tes as their vendor. These similarities w e  only 
noted with applicants that fded requfsts for services and products from Ed TCC, which indicatcs that Ed TGC 
was improperly involved in the competitive bidding and vendor selection process. In your appeal, you have 
not shown that SLD's dersmtination was incorrect or that any such involvcmmt was vendor neutral. 

SLD denied your fundiup request because it determined that similarities in the Fonn 470 among applicants 
associated with thia vendor, indicate that thc vendor was impmperly involvcd in the c+!ive hiddig 
and/or veudor selection process. In your appeal, you have not shown that SLD's determination was 
incorrect Consequently, SLD denies your appeal. 

FCC rules require applicants to submit an FCC Form 470 to USAC for posting on its web site. 47 C.F.R 
54.504@). I h e  FCC requires applicants to 'submit a complete description o f  the services they seek so that 
it may be posted for competing service providers to evaluatc." Fedeml-State Joint Board on Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, FCC 97-15?, 570 (rcl. May 8.1997) (Universal Service 
Order). The FCC requires the application to describe the services that the schools and libraries seek m 
purchase in sufficient derail to enable potential providers to formulate bids." Id.575. The Form 470 warm 
applicane that '' [slervice provider involvcmcnt with the preparation or certification of a Form 470 can taint 
the competitive biddhq process and rcsult m the denial of the funding requests. See Schools aud Libraries 
Utlivnsal Service, Description of Services Requested and COniticatian Farm 470, OMB 3060-0806 (FCC 
Form 470). Oncc the applicant entm into an agreement(s) with the service providcr(s), the applicant 
Submits an FCC Form 471 to SLD. 47 C.F.R. 54.504(c). The FCC hns stated that applicants cannot abdicate 
wntrol over the applicatim process to a senice provider that is ssnociand with the FCC Form 471 for that 
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applicant. Request for Review by Bethlehem Temple Christian Schnol, Federalatate Joint Board on 
Univmd Service. Changes to thc Board of Directom of the National Exchange Camn Association, Inc., 
CC Docket Nos. 9645, 97-21, DA-01-852 6 (rel. Apr. 6,2001.) 

P Pursuant to it8 authority to administer the Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism, SLD selects certain 
applicants for a Selective Review to m u r e  that they are following FCC rules relating to, amoug Mhcr 
things, the campetitive bidding process. Applicanb who are chosen for rhis review are sent the ‘%Rate 
Sclcctivc Review Information Request.” AS part of this request, applicants arc &cd to anawer certain 
questions regarding their competitive bidding and vendor selection process. In particular, appl,icants are 
asJced to: 

Please provide complete documentation indicatiug how and why you selected the service 
provider(s). This documntation should inch& a description of your evaluation p c s s  and the 
factors you used to determine the winnktg conuactsfs). 

P According to the Selective Review Information Request, the -on authorjzcd by the applicant to S@I on 
the applicant‘s behalf, or the cntity’s authorized representative. i s  requited to ccnify that the authorized 
s i p =  prepared the responses to the Selective Review Information Rcquest on behalf o f  the entity. 

I am, therefore, appealing to the FCC to administer a f& just ruling on the matter. The SLD states, “In your appeal, 
you have not shown tbat SLD’s deterrninnticm wvos incorrect Consequently, SLD denies your appeal.” The SLD has 
blatantly disregarded my Mtten cmfkmation and certification that -1 personally completed the fo rm for each of the 
schools with my own knowledge ofthe school’s needs and of the E-Rate grant tules, regulations and pmcess without 
any outside intexference.” And that ‘‘I personally completed the respnsc to the selective rcvicws for each of the 
schools with my own howlodge of each individual school’s technology needs and compliance of %Rate and PCC 
grant d e s ,  regulntim and process.” This clearly pssetts in understandable, unmistakable wards that there was no 
outside involvement. The SLD has created a situation whereby tlvy are assuming paniculpr activity has o c c m d  
Even afier receiving clarification in an appeal that those aosumcd activities indeed did not occur, the same denial w89 
issued. It is now obvious that the SLD reverts to their original denial even after actual t%ts prescuted invalidate the 
basis of their denial. 

I would also like to make clear that T specifically input thc Fom Idcntificr chosen and the service descriptions 
enumerated. For the most p a t  this was accomplished by reviewing previous year’s applications as well as the 
eligible nervices list. Those that perbiued to thc schml were selected and listed. That it r m b l c s  the s e q m e  or 
verbiage of other applications other than dl Lakc OTove Schools’ applications, 1. cannot weak for others. What I can 
a h  is that all aspects of the Fonn 470 were completed by me, witbout outside involvcwnt, and in accmdance 
with E-Rate grant regulations. This should serve to slnngthen this appcal. Givcn all this information demonstrating 
and disproving SLD’s false assumption, I am see& a revcrssl of thcir decision to deny total fundine to our scbool 
for the funding rcqucst listed. 

We l w k  forward to a most favorable and prompt response. 

Please conractme ar631.716.2109 foranyhrrtherinionnationnecessaryorrodiscussthisappppeal, 

Joe Schmukler 
cro of IS 
Lake Orovc Schools 
3390 Routc 112 
Medford. NY 11763 
631.71 6.21 09-voice 
63 1,716,2107-fax 
ciooWaol.ccnq -email 
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